Today I believe we must engage in dialogue about ethics with two very different groups. We must talk with the traditional arbiters of research ethics --the Institutional Review Boards that control access to research funding and academic degrees. However, we cannot allow this dialogue to stay within the walls of the universities; we must widen the conversation to include the stakeholders in the schools where most practitioner research is conducted.
Currently in the United States, the Federal OHRP (Office for Human Research Protection) is looking more closely at practitioner research. The OHRP now mandates that training in research ethics be provided for everyone conducting research at an institution receiving Federal funds (this includes virtually all higher education institutions). While no particular course is mandated, online training has been designed by the National Institute of Health (NIH), and many universities now simply require it to fulfill the OHRP mandate (http://ohsr.od.nih.gov). My university is probably typical in requiring the NIH certificate of completion, not only for funded research, but for theses, dissertations, and other projects that involve data collected from humans in any way. Last month, one of my students took the training in order to gain approval from the IRB to proceed with a Master's thesis in English involving case studies of graduate student writers. She and I were disappointed, but not surprised, to see how firmly the program was rooted in a medical model of research.
It is informative and useful, I feel, for new researchers to learn through the NIH training about such abuses as the Tuskegee syphilis experiment (in which researchers documented the course of untreated syphilis among indigent black men, continuing the study for decades after drugs were developed to cure the disease) and the Milgram experiment (in which subjects were ordered by an authority figure to inflict pain and electric shock that they believed could be life-threatening). It is also heartening to see that the NIH course replaces "Human Subjects" --a rather bizarre abstraction --with "Human Participants." The modules lead the trainee to apply the ethical principles drawn from cases such as Tuskegee and Milgram to a wide range of research situations in medicine and in psychology. Looking at ethics through the lenses of natural science, however, can mislead us as teachers doing action research. Not seeing our contexts or our dilemmas in the cases presented, we may be lulled into believing our research poses no risks.
As Fred Erickson (2001, April) explains, the medical model used by the Institutional Review Boards focuses on dangers to participants during the process of data gathering and experimentation. However, in the case of action research, the serious risks are generally those to privacy and reputation --risks that occur for the most part during the process of disseminating and publishing research. A Missouri teacher-research team began their inquiry into ethics by asking, "Whose story is this?" and "Who has the right to share this story?" (Clayton Research Review Team, Chapter 5 in Zeni, 2001 ). About such questions, the OHRP and the IRB have little to say.
During the last few months, the University of Missouri-St. Louis has been moving toward a more collaborative and inclusive approach to ethical review. On the one hand, the university is bringing the IRB and the qualitative research faculty into dialogue in hope of reviewing practitioner inquiry more appropriately. On the other hand, the schools where practitioner research is conducted are engaging in a new dialogue that goes beyond the IRB's concerns to issues of responsibility, relationships, and respect.
At the university, we are identifying one or two members of the Institutional Review Board to work with qualitative and action research. In addition, we are "deputizing" the faculty who teach and supervise this kind of research to conduct much of the ethical review themselves (the idea is borrowed from Gordon Wells, who proposed such a plan OISE/University of Toronto). A key change is that we no longer define "review" as something that happens once, at the start of a project. Because the nature of qualitative inquiry is to take shape gradually and to change focus as data are gathered, a meaningful ethical review has to be flexible and ongoing.
According to our plan, a faculty member teaching any qualitative research course first submits a syllabus, a list of assignments, and a description of the probable research methods (case study, interview, autobiography, etc.) to the IRB's qualitative representatives. A conference follows, allowing IRB members to ask questions and offer suggestions. Once the course is approved, the professor monitors the students' projects and advises them on ethical safeguards and appropriate forms of consent, consulting the IRB as needed. Later, as some of these student projects grow into conference presentations, dissertation proposals, or publications, the standard HSR applications will be submitted. These changes will help, I believe, to transform the university's ethical review from an adversarial to a more collaborative, constructive process. But this is not enough. An adequate ethical review needs to take the concerns of stakeholders in the schools as seriously as it takes the concerns of the academy and funding agencies. Especially today, as school-university partnerships and professional development schools become the norm, it is clear that standards for research ethics must be negotiated in "two worlds" (Cohn & Kirkpatrick, Chapter 12 in Zeni, 2001 ).
In my struggles to design an alternative HSR, one roadblock has been the situatedness of practitioner research in a specific place and social context: What qualifies as informed consent may depend not only on what information is given but especially on who gives it (the teacher? the principal? a university co-researcher?) and in what context (during the negotiation of a major grant? during the approval of a teacher's dissertation? before a mass-market publication?) Ivor Pritchard (2001, April) points out that the HSR is a "blunt instrument" asking for yes/ no responses; it cannot adequately guide a researcher in making complex personal, professional, and political decisions in a specific setting.
Several chapters in Ethical Issues are written by school-based researchers working to support as well as review practitioner inquiry. District-sponsored teacher research teams have drawn up their own guidelines (Mohr, Chapter 1 in Zeni 2001). University faculty have been invited as discussants rather than as experts. While there is not yet a consensus on these school-based guidelines, a look at some of the traditional IRB issues from an off-campus perspective can be revealing.
For example, "anonymity" is not a realistic protection for action research that will be disseminated beyond the school where it is conducted. If a teacher publishes under his or her own name and district, the classroom and students can probably be identified. Besides, we have found that students, parents, and school personnel are often more concerned about receiving proper credit than about being "protected" (van den Berg, Chapter 8 in Zeni, 2001 ).
"Informed consent" is equally problematic because much of the information available at the start of a study is likely to change. Action researchers would be better advised to go beyond the HSR's requirements by negotiating informed consent in stages. Early in the process, teachers might inform students that "research is part of how I teach," and ask for a simple "consent to participate." Later, if the research leads to a publication with an audience beyond the school, the teacher would request specific permission --ideally after sharing a draft with students (and parents) for feedback ( The following is my attempt to summarize some ethical principles relevant to people in the schools:
Responsibility --seeing research in the context of professional commitments to students, to parents, to the community. Accountability --referring data and tentative interpretations back to the participants and including their perspectives in the report.
Credit --giving students and colleagues a choice of real name or pseudonym rather than assuming that anonymity is the norm..
Reputations --portraying colleagues and students with respect.
Cultural sensitivity --recognizing that no researcher is culturally neutral, and that observers should report their own race, gender, class whenever they apply such categories to others.
"Informed" consent --the participants understand the kind of document/ presentation, the audience(s) with whom it will be shared, and the context in which their work will be quoted.
I am encouraged by the direction in which we are moving. I hope that readers will find the following guide useful to prompt their own thinking and to widen the conversation about ethical issues in practitioner research. 
Epilogue from Ethical Issues in

A Guide to Ethical Decision Making for Insider Research
Practitioner research has become a major mode of inquiry in American education. As classroom teachers discover the intellectual excitement of studying their own practice and the power of collaborative action research with other insiders, many decide to pursue their inquiries through grant proposals, publications, or graduate theses. At this point, however, many are bewildered by the advice on "research ethics" dispensed by various colleagues and institutions.
Most universities and school districts have an institutional review board (IRB) that monitors research proposals using questions designed for traditional scientific experiments. Researchers are asked if their tests are dangerous, if their subjects will be given drugs, if the treatment will be traumatic. Researchers are asked to state precisely which data they will collect, which techniques they will use. But research by insiders--which may be called "practitioner inquiry," "action research," "teacher research," or "classroom ethnography"--does not fit the IRB's model. Action researchers pursue a question through an often-meandering route, finding appropriate data sources along the way. When researchers investigate their own practice, many of the traditional guidelines collapse. Yet practitioner research raises its own, often sticky, ethical issues which may never be addressed by review boards.
In my graduate classes, I find that teachers see the issues more clearly by locating action research on a matrix of research methods (see Figure 1 ). Action research draws on the qualitative methods and multiple perspectives of educational ethnography. When challenged, those of us who do action research take pains to distinguish our work from traditional quantitative research: We explain that we don't deal with big numbers, random samples, or manipulated variables, but with the human drama as lived by self-conscious actors. Perhaps it is just as important to distinguish action research from traditional qualitative research: We aren't outsiders peering from the shadows into the classroom, but insiders responsible to the students whose learning we document. qualitative research by insiders. Such "insiders" may be preschool teachers, assistant principals, reading specialists, high school math teachers, curriculum coordinators, coaches, university professors --any of us who study our own practice as educators. We find the ethical safeguards of the outsider doing quantitative, experimental research (random selection, control groups, removing the personal influence of the researcher) either irrelevant or problematic for us as insiders. In the same way, the ethical safeguards of the outsider doing qualitative research (anonymous informants, disguised settings) are subverted as soon as the inside author is named; in addition, anonymity may defeat the insider's goal of open communication with students, colleagues, and parents. Ethical guidelines need to be rethought for the special case of research by practitioners in their own workplaces.
When does good teaching become research? The line is hard to draw until a study is underway. Research tends to involve:
(1) more systematic documentation and data gathering (2) more self-reflection in writing (3) more audience (collaboration, presentation, publication)
It is this third feature that most often brings ethical dilemmas. If our journals remain private and our videotapes are not played, we can inquire with equanimity. But though we document our own practice, we rarely work in isolation. We draw energy and insight from colleagues, seminars, outside researchers. From this informal sharing, we may reach out to wider audiences at conferences or in print. Dilemmas of responsibility and ownership arise, and the academic codes of conduct are silent.
An Alternative Human Subjects Review?
This guide emerged from discussions in the Teacher Educator Seminar of the Action Research Collaborative in St. Louis, MO. We meet monthly, a dozen or more faculty from several colleges and the Gateway Writing Project, to share our own action research and to discuss issues in facilitating teachers' work. As some teacher inquiries led to proposals for grants and dissertations, I found myself struggling with the language and assumptions of the mandated "human subjects" review (see P. V. Anderson, 1996) . "Human" in contrast to what? Rodent? And "subjects"? How can this impersonal term identify the relationship between teacher and student? I raised the issue of ethics at the seminar and found that others had similar concerns. Could we, perhaps, revise the university's IRB process to make it appropriate for action research?
An ARC committee examined human subjects reviews and ethics policies from local universities and from the American Anthropological Association, the Oral History Association, and the American Educational Research Association. I began writing the guide, bringing drafts to ARC seminars for discussion. Feedback came from a wider audience of teachers and administrators in conferences, graduate courses, and teacher research groups.
What at first seemed a rather straightforward exercise in translation proved a formidable task. The more I tried to address the different contexts and communities in which practitioners do research, the more convoluted our ethical guidelines became. As teacher educators, we began to see that a "new paradigm code of ethics" would itself become "procrustean" (Gregory, 1990, p. 166) . I finally abandoned the goal of an alternative "human subjects" review. Even if an adequate ethical code could be written, having it enforced by administrators who were not grounded in action research might do more harm than good. How, then, could we protect the rights of students without inhibiting the rights of teachers to gather and reflect on data from their own classrooms?
The document contained in this chapter supports what Jennifer Mason (1996) calls an "active and self-questioning" approach (p. 167):
It is because of the complexities of research ethics, and because there is unlikely ever to be one clear ethical solution, that a practical approach to ethics which involves asking yourself difficult questions--and pushing yourself hard to answer them--is particularly appropriate. (p. 29)
The guide offers a set of questions as a heuristic for reflection. A research team or dissertation committee can work through the guide with anyone who is planning a project. Most questions ask the researcher to discuss a potential ethical problem, to consider alternative actions, and to explain his or her choices.
The following "Questions for Review and Reflection" use the categories of a typical IRB ethics review only as a point of departure. Part I requests an overview of the project. Part II examines the role and location of the researcher within the research setting. Part III asks about methods, and whether the research falls within the everyday decisions of a teacher or whether there is some further intervention. Part IV examines what the IRB calls subjects and the impact of the research on relationships with students, colleagues, and administrators. Part V considers the consequences of the research for participants and ways to reduce risks either through informed consent or through openness, dialogue, and acknowledgment. Part VI deals with publication and the issues of credit, privacy, voice, and multiple perspectives. Part VII poses some questions that have been generally ignored in IRB documents, but have been especially problematic for researchers studying their own practice.
Questions for Review and Reflection
I. Overview of the Study Comments. This section can help beginners grasp the mind-set of action research, recognizing that their study will not provide simple "yes" or "no" answers, that each cycle of research will lead them to a deeper inquiry, and that the questions themselves are likely to change. They may need to redefine their initial problem so that they "own" it and can therefore take action to address it. Hubbard and Power (1993) Comments. Traditional research in education is conducted by outsiders who intervene in the instructional process to answer questions that may benefit themselves or the profession in general. While the goal may be to improve instruction, rarely do the teachers or students in the study benefit directly.
In practitioner research, insiders study their own professional practice and frame their own questions with an immediate goal to assess, develop, or improve their practice. Such research belongs to the daily process of good teaching, to what has been called the "zone of accepted practice."
This concept has been used to determine whether research requires a formal proposal to an institutional review board (IRB). Answering "yes" to question 1 made a project exempt from full review by a university or district IRB. Most practitioner research would thus be exempt.
In 1995, the U. S. Office for Protection from Research Risks tightened its regulations, directing that all research, even in the zone of accepted practice, must be reviewed (P. V. Anderson, 1998 Comments. We must examine the impact of our research on the people whose lives we document. A classroom teacher may write field notes in order to improve her own practice. But what if her notes focus on certain members of the class ("at-risk," "Black males," "learning disabled")? These questions suggest a closer look at the power the researcher may have over students and staff (see Clay, Chapter 3, Barr Ebest, Chapter 7, and van den Berg, Chapter 8 in this volume).
Our students and colleagues are more than "subjects." Sharon Lee and Seena Kohl (see Chapter 6) suggest these distinctions:
Subject: Observed by researcher; no active participation.(Not suited to action research.) Informant: Knowingly gives information to researcher. Participant: More involved; perspective considered in research.
Collaborator: Fully involved in planning and interpretation.
We should also examine the impact of the study on ourselves. Becoming a researcher changes a teacher's professional status. Relationships with colleagues, administrators, and students may be threatened or enhanced. (See Minarik, Chapter 2, Clay, Chapter 3, and Hajj, Chapter 4 in this volume.)
Since I cannot be a fly on the wall in my own classroom, I must deal with my emotional and interpersonal responses as part of my data. Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) call this the principle of "reflexivity." Teacher research is engaged and committed. Its "findings" should include the relationships among participants.
V. Consequences
1. Describe the possible benefits of your research--to students, teachers, or other participants; to society or to the profession. 2. Describe any risks to participants. For example, might your current students be disadvantaged for the possible benefit of future students? What steps are you taking to minimize risks? 3. Explain how you will protect the people from whom you collect data through surveys, interviews, or observations. 4. Describe how you will obtain informed consent. Do you need permission from students, parents, or both? How will you work with any students who refuse to be interviewed or to allow their materials to be quoted? 5. Are different kinds of consent needed at different stages in the project? (a) A blanket consent to participate from all students at the start of each year (with parent signatures of minors). (b) An individual consent to publish from selected students, giving you access to writing samples, videotapes, photographs, or fieldnotes that describe recognizable people. 6. Do you wish to protect the anonymity of students, teachers, parents, and other participants? If so, it is wise to use pseudonyms even in your fieldnotes. If your report is eventually published, you can also interchange physical description, grade level, gender, and so forth or develop composite rather than individual portraits. What are the gains and losses of anonymity? 7. On the other hand, instead of anonymity, it may be wiser to seek full participation and credit for students and colleagues. Research by an educator in his or her own classroom is rarely anonymous. Even if names are changed, students can be recognized in a well-written case study or classroom scene. But how informed is "informed consent?" Traditionally, participants have been considered free from risk if the following conditions are met:
 They are first informed. They must know the general nature of the study and what is expected of them.  They give informed consent.  They can refuse to participate, and they can withdraw without penalty after beginning the research.  Anonymity of persons or confidentiality of data, or both, are protected if appropriate.
On the other hand, Lou Smith argues that "field research is so different from the usual experimental approaches that many individuals, even responsible professional educators, do not understand what . . . they are getting themselves into" (1990, p. 151). He stresses the need for dialogue, moving beyond "contract" relationships to "covenants" of trust (pp. 149-150). In this volume, Lee (Chapter 6) and Smith (Chapter 9) portray the misunderstandings that can occur in the absence of this dialogue.
Qualitative researchers have long considered anonymity the norm, essential to protect "informants." Concepts from outsider social science spilled over into guidelines for teacher research (e.g., Hubbard & Power, 1993, pp. 60-61) . Today some researchers, especially those working in collaborative and feminist modes, are challenging the assumptions. Why should a teacher quote published writers with credit and citations, but quote her own student writers under pseudonyms? Can anonymity conflict with intellectual property rights?
Yvonna Lincoln (1990, pp. 279-280) agrees that "privacy, confidentiality, and anonymity regulations were written under assumptions that are ill suited" to qualitative research. She suggests that colleagues, administrators, and parents participate "as full, cooperative agents," our co-researchers. Comments. Publication brings out ethical dilemmas that may lie dormant during a study. Recent discussions (P. V. Anderson, 1998) call into question the practice of relying on a general "consent to participate" when colleagues or students are to be quoted in an eventual publication. For example, students may be shown not only the samples of their work that will be published but also the passages in which they will be quoted. (This practice may lead researchers to edit such comments as "John, a low-skilled B.D. male, produced the following garbled response.") Action research can support democratic, student-centered pedagogy when teachers periodically share their drafts with students or colleagues. Lather (1991) sees "the submission of a preliminary description of the data to the scrutiny of the researched" (p. 53) as an emancipatory approach to inquiry and a source of "face validity" (p. 67).
A growing trend in practitioner research is "multivoiced" publication, incorporating not only the perspectives but also the texts of colleagues, students, and others. Sometimes these reports take the form of a script or simulated dialogue ( 
Conclusion
Practitioner researchers who have worked through this guide may be unnerved by the sheer range of ethical concerns. It seems that three major tasks are facing us. First is to know the Federal and institutional regulations that may apply to our work. Second is to educate the people charged with enforcing those regulations so that they do not force us to mimic an inappropriate mode of inquiry. Third is to continue developing our own professional discourse about ethics.
Paul Anderson (1998) calls for an ethical standard "beyond the Federal regulation" (p. 72). Along with obtaining whatever consent is legally required, we must protect our relationships of trust with those vulnerable to exploitation, especially students. Marian Mohr states it this way:
Teacher researchers are teachers first. They respect those with whom they work, openly sharing information about their research. While they seek understanding and knowledge, they also nurture the well-being of others, both students and professional colleagues (Chapter 1 in this volume).
Whenever possible, parents, students, and colleagues should be knowingly involved in the work from the start, with time to ask their own questions and make suggestions (See the Clayton Research Review Team, Chapter 5, and Cohn & Kirkpatrick, Chapter 12).
Collaboration and communication are the best guides to preventing the ethical dilemmas of practitioner research.
